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Abstract 
THE EFFECTS OF THE ACHIEVEMENT GAP ON STUDENTS FORMALLY 
IDENTIFIED AS GIFTED.  DOES GIFTEDNESS PREVAIL? 
By 
 
Dwayne T. Chism 
University of Nebraska at Omaha  
Advisor:  Dr. Peter J. Smith 
 
This study shows that minority students who, based upon a standardized test, have 
shown a high academic performance capability have a readiness for rigorous courses in 
high school and can sustain high academic achievement over time when compared to 
non-minority peers.  Therefore, the on-going question for many educators needs to be 
why doesn’t this hold true in many of our public schools across this country?   Why, in 
light of the accountability placed upon our nation’s schools in 2001, is the prevailing 
discussion still about minority students being left behind?  The purpose of this study was 
to evaluate the ninth-grade to 12th-grade achievement trajectory of same school district 
ethnic minority and ethnic majority high school students’ formally identified as gifted to 
determine if there is an achievement gap that ensues over time.  This study may lead to 
future investigation on the “Opportunity Gap”, and may have important implications for 
many urban schools in a Metropolitan School District where students who are culturally, 
linguistically and ethnically diverse are at risk of underachieving. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
Introduction 
 Since 2001, the cries of our country have resounded in demanding that no child be 
left behind, and that schools be held accountable when students do not achieve at high 
levels (U.S. Department of Education, 2001).  This call for accountability brings to light 
the glaring reality that too many of our minority students, including those who are gifted, 
are not reaching their full potential in our schools.  While laws, such as Brown vs. the 
Board of Education (1954), have allowed us to make major headway in tearing down 
racial walls, there are still indications within our gifted programs of how far we have yet 
to go in helping to emerge our minority students into the school setting.  Over the past 
five decades the data suggests that there is clearly an opportunity gap that exists for 
minority students in gifted programs and that in spite of efforts to undo this problem; 
percentages do not seem to be making any drastic increases.  For years many of our 
schools have rallied around the motto of “equal access to learning for all students”, but 
unfortunately there is something happening within our schools that is sending a far 
stronger message.  The opportunity gap and the underachievement of minority students in 
gifted programs are sending a reverberating message of separation and inferiority to our 
nation’s children.  According to the National Association of Educational Progress 
(NAEP), a large number of minority students who are considered gifted in 4th grade are 
no longer identified as such by the time they reach 12th grade with numbers decreasing 
by 87% for Latinos, and 65% for African Americans. 
 Diversity is inundating our school systems, and if the recent trends in minority 
populations continue nearly 50% of our nation’s schools will consist of members from 
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non-Caucasian cultural groups by the year 2020 (U.S. Bureau of Census, 2000).  
Contemporary educators are challenged by the effects this phenomenon is having on our 
schools in general and specifically with its implications within gifted programs, as 
evidenced by the documented struggles of our public schools to cultivate the talents and 
academic abilities of its underachieving African American, Hispanic, Native American, 
and Asian American populations.  Despite the current legal and ethical agreement that 
race and skin color should not matter, they very clearly do when examining this crisis of 
gifted minority underachievement (Atwater, 2008).  There is a widely held opinion that 
advocates that school districts have a compelling interest in diversity and producing an 
educational environment that replicates the "pluralistic society" children will live in upon 
graduation (Frey & Wilson, 2009).  If this estimation is indeed true our schools must 
work to promote a feeling of school connectedness within its gifted minority students.  
Connectedness and engagement in learning are important for success in school (Klem & 
Connell, 2004), and lead to increased motivation, effort, and self-esteem; and thus 
leading to greater academic achievement.  There are many factors, such as cultural 
influences, that challenge this mission of fully immersing our gifted students within our 
school systems in order to meet their social, emotional, and academic needs. The ability 
to conquer this challenge cannot be understated or overlooked.  The manner in which the 
educational system responds to this challenge may very well determine the future of 
American society (Patton, 1997).   
 In this dissertation the researcher took a closer look at the achievement gap from 
the viewpoint of formally identified as gifted minority students. From a theoretical 
standpoint these are students who, based upon a standardized test, have shown a high 
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academic performance capability; thus one would conclude that there should not be a 
significant gap over time that exists amongst minority and non-minority groups.  There 
are many theories on the existence of the achievement gap due to the effects of 
oppositional culture, social and psychological issues, the effect of varying levels of 
expectations, and issues with testing. Do these same theoretical frameworks have a major 
impact, thus leading to the development of an achievement gap, when minority students 
have demonstrated a readiness for rigorous courses in high school? 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the ninth-grade to 12th-grade 
achievement trajectory of same school district ethnic minority and ethnic majority high 
school students’ formally identified as gifted to determine if there is an achievement gap 
that ensues over time:  Does giftedness prevail?   
Research Questions 
 Research question one was used to analyze pre-college success predictor scores of 
Black Not Hispanic high school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as 
eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program.   
 Overarching Pretest-Posttest Pre-College Success Predictor Research 
Question #1.  Do Black Not Hispanic high school students who were identified in the 
eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program lose, 
maintain, or improve their pretest 10th-grade pre-college success predictor PLAN scores 
compared to their posttest 11th-grade pre-college success predictor ACT scores? 
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 Research question two was used to analyze college success predictor scores of 
Hispanic high school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program.   
 Overarching Pretest-Posttest Pre-College Success Predictor Research 
Question #2.  Do Hispanic high school students who were identified in the eighth-grade 
as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program lose, maintain, or 
improve their pretest 10th-grade pre-college success predictor PLAN scores compared to 
their posttest 11th-grade pre-college success predictor ACT scores? 
 Research question three was used to analyze pre-college success predictor scores 
of Asian and Pacific Islander high school students who were identified in the eighth-
grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program.   
 Overarching Pretest-Posttest Pre-College Success Predictor Research 
Question #3.  Do Asian and Pacific Islander high school students who were identified in 
the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program 
lose, maintain, or improve their pretest 10th-grade pre-college success predictor PLAN 
scores compared to their posttest 11th-grade pre-college success predictor ACT scores? 
 Research question four was used to analyze pre-college success predictor scores 
of White Not Hispanic high school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as 
eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program.   
 Overarching Pretest-Posttest Pre-College Success Predictor Research 
Question #4.  Do White Not Hispanic high school students who were identified in the 
eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program lose, 
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maintain, or improve their pretest 10th-grade pre-college success predictor PLAN scores 
compared to their posttest 11th-grade pre-college success predictor ACT scores? 
 Research question five was used to analyze pre-college success predictor scores 
of Black Not Hispanic, Hispanic, Asian and Pacific Islander, and White Not Hispanic 
high school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation 
in the same school district gifted program.   
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Pre-College Success Predictor Research 
Question #5.  Do  Black Not Hispanic,  Hispanic,  Asian and Pacific Islander, and  White 
Not Hispanic high school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program have congruent or different 
posttest compared to posttest 11th-grade pre-college success predictor ACT scores?  
 Research question 6 was used to analyze achievement as measured by spring 
11th-grade NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent scores of Black Not Hispanic, 
Hispanic, Asian and Pacific Islander, and White Not Hispanic high school students who 
were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district 
gifted program.   
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Achievement Research Question #6.  Do  Black 
Not Hispanic,  Hispanic,  Asian and Pacific Islander, and  White Not Hispanic high 
school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the 
same school district gifted program have congruent or different posttest compared to 
posttest 11th-grade spring NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent scores? 
 Research question 7 was used to analyze achievement as measured by overall 
cumulative end of 12th-grade Grade Point Average scores for all academic coursework 
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completed for Black Not Hispanic, Hispanic, Asian and Pacific Islander, and White Not 
Hispanic high school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program.   
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Achievement Research Question #7.  Do  Black 
Not Hispanic,  Hispanic,  Asian and Pacific Islander, and  White Not Hispanic high 
school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the 
same school district gifted program have congruent or different posttest compared to 
posttest end of 12th-grade Grade Point Average scores for all academic coursework 
completed? 
Importance of the Study 
Through the years our school systems have been confounded and confronted by 
the internal struggle of how to best educate minority students, thus empowering them to 
reach their fullest academic potential. While there are many minority students who are 
indeed gifted, the lack of representation of minority students in gifted programs sends a 
conversely different message.  Along with the issue of recruitment of minorities into such 
programs, is the matter of retention once students of color are placed in higher level 
courses with peers identified as having similar gifted abilities.  Gifted minority students’ 
underachievement, as compared to their documented academic abilities, is a topic that is 
seemingly moving to the forefront of educational research.   This study, evaluating the 
academic trajectory of gifted minority students from 9
th
 through 12
th
 grade, will have 
important implications for many urban schools in a Metropolitan School District where 
students who are culturally, linguistically and ethnically diverse are at risk of 
underachieving. The overarching goals of this study are to lead to further investigations 
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by educators of the characteristics of gifted children, how critical personal ideologies are 
to student academic achievement, the experiences of minority students in gifted 
programs, and to bring an awareness of continual practices that will hinder or foster the 
academic achievement of gifted minority students.  The “best” and the “brightest” are 
within our public schools, and helping these students recognize and reach their full 
potential is critical to the future advancement of this nation and its communities. 
Assumptions of the Study 
 This study had several strong features.  All ethnic minority and ethnic majority 
high school students were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the 
same school district gifted program through teacher evaluation of standardized test 
scores.  Gifted students were eligible to take advanced level courses and dual (college 
and university) credit courses with support and guidance from their school counselors.  
All teachers assigned to instruct advanced level and dual (college and university) credit 
courses hold certification in their content areas of expertise.  Teachers are evaluated 
annually and meet district standards of level of performance.  Moreover, the school 
district administration, faculty, and staff are committed to supporting gifted students 
education and providing the opportunities required to fulfill this obligation.   
Delimitations of the Study 
 This study was delimited to the eighth-grade students who were identified as 
gifted and recommended to enroll in advanced placement courses at two Mid-Western 
suburban high schools upon completing their eighth-grade school year.  Study findings 
were limited to the students who were identified as gifted and completed graduation at 
the culmination of their twelfth-grade school year at the stated high schools during the 
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2010-2011 academic school year.  All students had the same opportunities provided them 
to be involved in school activities.  All students also worked with guidance counselors to 
determine the appropriate college preparatory course.  
Limitations of the Study 
 Study findings were limited to the students who were identified as gifted in the 
eighth-grade and chose to participate in the advance placement high school program (N = 
148).  Study participants consisted of students who participated in the advance placement 
high school program and required completed graduation upon the culmination of their 
twelfth-grade. The study participants were the following naturally formed groups: Black 
Not Hispanic high school students (n = 6; 100%); Hispanic high school students (n = 5; 
100%); Asian and Pacific Islander high school students (n = 6; 100%); White Not 
Hispanic high school students (n = 128; 100%).  The limited sample size of ethnic 
minority students’ may limit the utility and generalizability of the student results and 
findings.       
Definition of Terms 
This section provides definitions of terms used in the study. This section seeks to 
limit any confusion and to inform the reader as to the context in which these terms are 
used in this research. 
Academic achievement.  Academic achievement is defined as a student 
maintaining passing or failing grades in academic coursework. 
Achievement Gap.  It is the difference in academic performance between various 
student ethnic groups.  
9 
ACT.  The ACT refers to an exam that assesses high school students' general 
educational development and their ability to complete college-level work.  
Gifted.  Gifted in this dissertation refers to students who performed at a 
remarkable high level of accomplishment, according to standardized tests, when 
compared to others of the same age, experience, or environment. 
GPA.  The cumulative grade earned by a student, figured by dividing the grade 
points earned by the number of credits attempted. 
NeSA.  Refers to the Nebraska State Accountability criterion-referenced tests.  
Opportunity Gap.  Refers to the disparity in the amount of academic 
opportunities provided to learn amongst ethnic groups. 
PLAN.  PLAN refers to an exam given to 9
th
 graders to identify a student’s 
readiness for rigorous courses in high school. 
School Connectedness.  The belief by students that adults in the school care 
about their learning and about them as individuals. 
Underachievement.  Refers to a student not meeting their documented, through 
the use of test scores, full academic potential. 
Significance of the Study 
Gifted minority students’ underachievement, as compared to their documented 
academic abilities, is a topic that is seemingly moving to the forefront of educational 
research.   This study, evaluating the academic trajectory of gifted minority students from 
9
th
 through 12
th
 grade, will have important implications for many suburban schools in 
Metropolitan School Districts’ where students who are culturally, linguistically and 
ethnically diverse are at risk of underachieving. This study has the potential to lead to 
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further investigations by educators of the characteristics of gifted children, how critical 
personal ideologies are to student academic achievement, the experiences of minority 
students in gifted programs, and to bring an awareness of continual practices that will 
hinder or foster the academic achievement of gifted minority students.   
Contribution to Research   
There is limited research on the academic experiences and underachievement of 
identified gifted minority students in advanced placement programs, which suggests the 
importance and need of having further research conducted in this area.  However, causes 
and solutions to reversing underachievement will vary.  The results of this study, should 
lead theoretical and practical literature to further investigate the effectiveness of teacher 
and institutional practices in regards to advance placement programs. 
Contribution to Practice  
Based on the outcomes of this study, the research school district may decide to 
increase its efforts in the recruitment and retention of gifted minority students. 
Contribution to Policy  
Since the results showed that an achievement gap does not emerge over time, a 
discussion should ensue regarding recruitment and identification practices to ensure that 
all students with gifted abilities are equally represented in such programs.  Advance 
Placement classes are seen as college preparation courses and the lack of minority 
representation in these courses means that the minority student may not be as well 
prepared as their counterparts upon entering a college classroom.   
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Organization of the Study 
 The literature review relevant to this study is presented in Chapter 2.  This chapter 
reviews professional literature on the definition of underachievement, the effects of 
culture and identity on academics, the role of teacher perceptions and expectations, and 
promising practices in reversing underachievement.  Chapter 3 describes the research 
design, methodology, and procedures that will be used to gather and analyze the data of 
the study.  Chapter 4 reports the research results and findings--including data analysis, 
tables, and descriptive statistics.  Chapter 5 provides conclusions and a discussion of the 
research findings.  
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CHAPTER TWO 
Literature Review 
 The achievement gap remains a strange enigma in light of the nation’s renewed 
urgency, beginning in 2001, to create better public school systems for all children.  These 
two words, achievement gap, continue to characteristically conjure up images of a 
minority student challenged by keeping up with the expectations of school, suffering 
from lack of motivation, and battling low self-esteem due to his/her low cognitive ability.  
Seldom does terms such as “motivation”, “the achievement gap”, and “academic 
underachievement” instantaneously bring forth images of a gifted minority student.  This 
element is ironic, given the fact that in review of the literature it is estimated that as high 
as 50% of identified gifted students are at-risk for school failure or severely underachieve 
(Rimm, 1987).  Ford (1995) in one of her studies found that 46% of the gifted Black 
students surveyed were underachieving in school.  Glaring statistics like these continue to 
send a reverberating message of separation and inferiority to our nation’s children and it 
is imperative that our schools address the needs of the gifted minority student or they will 
be left behind.  
Defining Underachievement 
The underachievement of gifted minority students is a happening that continues to 
leave educators bewildered. Although there is a general lack of attention placed on the 
gifted minority learner, as evidenced through the absence of literature (Ford, 1994); these 
students, who are documented to have abilities that show great academic promise, are 
frequently failing to perform at a level equal to his/her documented abilities (Whitmore, 
1986). This observation brings to light a critical question that plays an integral part in 
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solving the mystery.  How do you define underachievement? It seems like a simple 
question, but it is one that has proven to be a major research problem for practitioners 
(Renzulli, Reid, & Gubbins, 1992). Ford (1996) found, after reviewing more than 100 
publications, that few studies have used the same definition of underachievement. She 
noted, in her review of the research, that underachievement can be measured using any 
number of criteria and instruments. 
One popular approach under question has been the use of standardized tests to 
make inferences about achievement.  Sternberg and Davidson (1986) present the 
argument that such tests are not accurate for all people all the time, and that some of the 
assumptions concluded based upon these tests are, at best, correct only for a portion of 
the tested population.  Often the language, culture, and experiences of the individuals 
who construct these tests become the prevailing benchmarks of success (Bonner, 2000). 
Another problem identified with standardized testing, along with the fact that the results 
seen on the test often do not reflect the diversity seen in the classroom, and that it does 
not take into consideration other factors such as test anxiety. McKay and Doverspike 
(2001) suggest that stereotype threat, a form of anxiety that results when a person is 
concerned that his/her performance might confirm a negative stereotype about his/her 
affiliated group, affects the performance of minority students on such tests. Stereotype 
threat creates an anxiety that interferes with concentration and attention. Students with 
this anxiety fear that the test will confirm what others already feel about them or their 
race. Research done by Townsend (2002), examining test anxiety among African 
American elementary students in a low socioeconomic school district, found that 41% of 
the students experienced test anxiety. The students who experienced test anxiety also had 
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lower achievement levels and lower perceptions of their ability to take tests (Townsend, 
2002).  These findings challenge the assumption often implied when utilizing 
standardized test scores to determine if gifted students are performing to the highest level 
of achievement, which is the theory that intelligence is “what intelligence tests measure” 
(Weinberg, 1989).   
In the review of literature there is consistency in the belief that standardized tests 
do help determine giftedness, under certain definitions of giftedness.  However, the 
general consensus amongst the research is that this cannot be the only means to assessing 
because it is not all-inclusive.  Ford (1997), while conceding to the valuableness of 
standardized tests for assessing students' needs and designing appropriate program 
services, holds the position that no single standardized measure should be used in making 
important decisions about academic ability.  As stated by several scholars; experiences 
and opportunities can mold, shape, and develop intelligence (Ford & Grantham, 2003; 
Ormrod, 2004; Pintrich & Schunk, 2002).  The concern in the use of standardized tests is 
that many of the questions on the testing instruments used are believed to be either 
culturally biased or not sensitive to all ethnic groups. Another issue, pointed out by Chinn 
and Kemp (1982), is the fact that low motivation, poor reading, differing cognitive styles, 
or poor test taking skills may mask high achievement. With the present concerns about 
the achievement of minority students in gifted programs, and the use of our current 
testing patterns, we must continue to evaluate our existing assessment practices.  It is 
important to examine giftedness in cultural and environmental contexts and to provide a 
basis for recognizing talents without excuses for differences in learning styles and 
expressions (Frasier et al., 1995).  It is clear that a whole population of students are being 
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left out, many of which are indeed gifted depending upon whose criteria for determining 
underachievement you use.  The conclusion, drawn from the literature, is that to truly 
evaluate ability multiple sources of information beyond the scope of norm-referenced 
testing must be used. 
The Effects of Culture and Identity on Achievement 
 There are numerous factors that influence the academic outcomes of gifted 
students of color (Moore et al., 2005; Ogbu, 2003).  Ford (1992) suggests that cultural 
forces are one of the factors that contribute to the problem of underachievement.  In the 
review of literature it is clear that scholars have struggled with identity-based and cultural 
explanations for the observed achievement gap among African American, Latino, and 
white students (Datnow and Cooper 1997; Ford and Harris 1992; Jencks and Phillips 
1998).  One popular explanation is that minority students have an inner conflict between 
the need for achievement and the need for affiliation or social acceptance (Whiting 
Gilman, 2009).  Belonging and forming positive personal relationships with others is a 
fundamental psychological need (Baumeister & Leary 1995; Booker 2006), and this need 
frequently results in underachieving students reporting peer influence as the strongest 
force impeding their achievement (Clasen & Clasen, 1995).  Academic intelligence can 
create a feeling of separation in a minority student, and thus affects him/her socially 
and/or psychologically. According to Ford (1996), feelings of loneliness, isolation, and 
rejection increase, and the need for affiliation with other minorities begins to outweigh 
the need for achievement.  In other words, being considered “smart” for a minority 
student can lead to significant discomfort.  African American and Hispanic students are 
predominantly prone to negative opposition from their peers (Ogbu, 2003; Shaffer et al., 
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2002) and are frequently teased by peer groups when they appear to be academically 
engaged (Corwin, 2001; Fordham, 1988; Suskind, 1998).  In a study conducted by 
Grantham (2004), 9 out of 12 gifted African American students interviewed would prefer 
to be perceived as normal and not as a “know it all” or what they referred to as “acting 
white”.  In many African American circles “acting white” refers to someone who is 
considered intelligent, dresses a certain way, excels in school, and speaks Standard 
English (Ogbu, 2004; Ogbu & Fordham 1986).  For an African American student to be 
labeled as someone who “acts white” is to be looked upon as someone who has betrayed 
his/her own culture and students often feel obligated to underachieve to preserve their 
cultural identity (Fordham, 1988, 1996; Goto, 1997; Ogbu, 1990; Ogbu & Fordham, 
1986).  For many minority students concerns about peer pressure and social acceptance 
with their ethnic group suppresses their motivation to achieve academic success and their 
desire to reach their full potential academically (Ford, 1996).   
Another theory is that minority students sense that their race will limit their opportunities 
and returns in education, and thus are discouraged from wanting to achieve academically 
(Ford, Grantham, & Whiting, 2008, Ogbu, 2004).  This view of racial inequality can lead 
to the development of what Ogbu (2004) refers to as oppositional culture.  Ogbu and 
Ford claim that minority students are so perceptive of racial injustices that they develop a 
negative attitude towards education and those who are part of its system.  This perception 
affects the way a minority student feels the teacher is treating them in comparison to 
other students in the class.  It also affects how they feel about interactions with Caucasian 
students within their classroom.   In this stage of development school is viewed as a 
“white thing”, and thus equates to low effort put forth by the minority student with these 
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perceptions (Ogbu, 2004).  Fordham and Ogbu speculate that Hispanic students take it 
one step further when they exhibit this form of academic handicapping, due to a belief 
that the white educational establishment is intentionally acting as an agent of assimilation 
with the intent of diminishing the relevance of their culture, language, history, and 
cultural identity. To do well in school may be seen as a rejection of their native culture. 
Some of the recent research, however, disputes this notion of oppositional culture 
(Ainsworth-Darnell & Downey, 1998; Downey & Ainsworth-Darnell, 2002; Tyson et al., 
2005; Harris, 2006; Farkas, Lleras, & Maczuga 2002).  Consistent in the research, is the 
belief that minority students are more likely to perceive racial inequalities.  This fact is 
highlighted in research conducted by Ferguson (1998) where 10 of the 12 minority 
participants surveyed claimed that they had experienced differential treatment by teachers 
in their gifted classes.  The disparity lies in the fact that some of the recent research does 
not believe that the perception of racial inequality leads to the development of 
oppositional culture.   
Culture and racial identity have a different effect on underachieving gifted Asian 
American students.  Asian students often seem to obtain high levels of education and 
economic success when compared with other minorities, and based on this impression 
they are dubbed as a model minority (Kao, 1995; Min, 2004).  Lee (1994), in collecting 
data of Asian American students in a high school, stated that because of the model 
minority stereotype, some Asian American students tended to fit themselves into the 
image of a model minority.  He found that gifted Asian American students suffered from 
a fear of failure and thus did not accept poor performance. This led to students keeping 
problems secret and reluctance to seek help for their academic difficulties. Some Asian 
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American students underachieve trying to live up to the image of the model minority 
(Lee, 1994). 
 As viewed in the literature, the issue with much of the research on racial identity 
is that the small sample sizes make it difficult to generalize the results and often lead to 
inconsistent findings.  Much of the research has failed to extensively look at the social 
consequences of being a minority gifted student, and has failed to take a critical look at 
the experiences of minority students in gifted programs. Racial identity is just one piece 
of the puzzle in reversing underachievement, but because of the limited understanding of 
the social issues that come with racial identity, awareness of its development in 
educational settings may prove to be critical.   Based upon the varying research one 
cannot assume that cultural identity by itself is attributing to the disengagement in 
education for minority students.  Due to the fact that our cultural identity plays such an 
important part of whom we are, one cannot help but wonder what lingering affects it has 
on our gifted minority students both socially and psychologically, which brings us back 
to the original conclusion that more research will need to be done in this area. 
Teacher Perceptions and Expectations 
At an early age we all become aware of various cultural stereotypes.  According to 
Devine (1989), this awareness is enough to bias people’s perceptions and treatment of 
individuals from stereotyped groups.  Examining our own lives, we can see evidence that 
stereotypes have been known to produce expectations about what people are like and how 
they will behave.  Ferguson (1998) argues that the expectations of a teacher, based upon 
these same stereotypes, can contribute to the underachievement through the differential 
treatment minority students receive.  Teachers often bring forth stereotypes and 
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misperceptions that impede their ability to correctly interpret the strengths of students 
who may behave inconsistent to mainstream expectations (Ford et al., 2002); and their 
beliefs, perceptions, and attitudes guide how they behave toward and interact with 
students (Brophy, 1983; Brophy & Good, 1974; Ferguson, 2003; Juissm & Harber, 2005; 
Pohan & Aguilar, 2001; Rist, 1970).  The danger is when these beliefs and perceptions 
construct a thought process that attributes low academic achievement of minority 
students to reasons characteristic in the individual student or their circumstances (Berman 
et al., 1999; Delpit, 1995; Ford et al., 2002; Garcia & Guerra, 2004; Menchaca, 1997; 
Valencia, 1997). This line of thinking is what scholars refer to as a deficit orientation 
where the focus is shifted away from the deficiencies and inadequacies in the educational 
setting and the blame for the lack of cognitive and/or motivational success is placed upon 
the students and their families (Ford et al., 2002; Irvine, 1990; Menchaca, 1997; 
Valencia, 1997). 
The role of teacher expectations is particularly important in the case of minority students 
at risk of underachievement (Smith, Jussism, & Eccles, 1999).  Teachers can aid or block 
students in acquiring learning opportunities and too often, based upon their perceptions, 
teachers assume the role as the sole gatekeeper to academic success (Peterson, 1999).  
Guttman and Bar-Tal (1982) conducted studies, which examined how the stereotypical 
views held by teachers influenced their expectations and evaluations of students, where it 
was found that classroom teachers do convey conflicting beliefs to students. Conflicting 
beliefs where students eventually behave in ways that correspond with the preset 
expectations (Bar-Tal, 1979; Guttmann & Bar-Tal, 1982; Rist, 1970).  Many scholars 
have adopted the belief that low teacher expectations of minority students result in a self-
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fulfilling prophecy, thus contributing to significant achievement gaps between minority 
and non-minority students (Ferguson, 1998; Goode, 1985; Goodlad, 1984; Ladson-
Billings, 1994). Schilling and Schilling (1999) found that people with high expectations 
perform at a higher level than those with low expectations, even though their measured 
abilities are equal.  Expectations influence a classroom’s climate, and have an adverse 
effect on what is taught and how subject matter is delivered to students.  It is also 
believed that low expectations can affect the ability of a minority student to connect with 
the teacher, as well as the school system.  Literature and research suggest that teachers 
who understand and integrate the cultural needs and styles of minority students into the 
curriculum promote and enhance achievement among these students (Ford & Harris 
1999; Ladson-Billings, 2002; Shade et al., 1997).   
Another concern with teacher expectations is the belief that minority students are being 
overlooked when they don’t meet the standards of what teacher’s feel a typical gifted 
child should look like (ex. students who make all good grades, score well on standardized 
tests, or are role model students).  Obiakor (1999) found that a student’s physical 
appearance created a source for discrimination and that language and cultural barriers 
became a basis for inappropriate treatment, all of which negatively impacted teacher 
expectations and the academic achievement of the student.  Children who use a dialect or 
non-standard English are often prejudged about their abilities, directly affecting the level 
of instruction (Frasier et al., 1995); and teachers not having a sufficient amount of 
knowledge on the impact of culture on behavior are more likely to overlook giftedness in 
minority students due to this lack of understanding (Woods & Achey, 1990).  For 
example, in Latino cultures, it is seen as inappropriate for an individual to attract 
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attention to himself. Part of the culture is to teach Latino children the importance of 
remaining humble and to not showoff one’s capabilities (Lara-Alecio et al., 1997).  
Therefore, it would be quite unusual for a Latino child to actively demonstrate his or her 
giftedness in group discussions, debates, and so on (Lara-Alecio et al., 1997), which often 
results in an overlooking of their abilities.  In contrast, Irvine (1990) reports that he feels 
that teachers “take no chances” when it comes to an African American student’s 
behavior.   When an African American student speaks out in defense of what he/she 
believes in they are seen as disruptive or talking back.  Conversely when a white student 
shows the same characteristics the teacher either overlooks it, or the student is 
encouraged to continue to explore and express their beliefs (Irvine, 1990).   
We all have our own biases and stereotypes that we intentionally or unintentionally carry 
with us.  Teachers' attitudes indeed vary by gender, racial ethnicity and native language 
of the learner (Washington & Lee, 1982).  A fact that was further emphasized in a 
conducted meta-analysis of empirical studies by Tenenbaum and Ruck (2007) where the 
studies showed that Latino-American and African-American students perceived lower 
behavioral and academic expectations from teachers than their Asian-American and 
European-American peers.  Ethnic minority children have been documented to be largely 
over-represented as targets of low expectations (Weinstein, 1995).  For example, Benner 
and Mistry (2007) found that a teacher’s low expectations can negatively influence a 
Latino youth’s own educational expectations, which potentially results in dampened 
academic outcomes.  
What is uncertain based upon the literature is whether or not a teachers low/high 
expectations are shaped by the cultural identity of a student, or a student’s ability 
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(regardless of race) to meet the teachers standard of how a student should behave in 
school.  Teachers appear to have more patience, and higher expectations, when a student 
is attentive, always tries their best, and follows the teacher’s instructions.  What would 
contribute to this argument of teacher expectations would be a study comparing the 
performance of white students who experience the same level of low/high expectations. 
Promising Practices 
 In light of the barriers that may contribute to the underachievement of minority 
students in gifted programs, there have been several approaches identified as means to 
level the playing field for minority students.  These approaches include multicultural 
counseling, social and communal experiences, exposure to mentors and role models, 
multicultural education, multicultural training for school personnel, and home-school 
partnerships.  Using these strategies, the goal is to reverse underachievement by creating 
a culturally responsive learning environment. 
 More than any other group, Black and Hispanic children are designated as “at 
risk” and “underachievers” (Ford & Harris, 1997).  One promising practice is based upon 
the belief that minority students must be provided with counseling support to facilitate 
feelings of confidence in their abilities, to encourage feelings of motivation, and a will to 
overcome academic shortcomings.  The thought behind multicultural counseling is that it 
can prove to be beneficial for minority students who are having inner conflicts with 
identity and how they relate with members within and outside of their race.  Ford (1996) 
states that minority students need opportunities to share their concerns, and that 
counseling sessions must address such topics as coping with peer pressures and low 
teacher expectations, improving study habits, asking for help, and communicating 
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effectively with teachers and other adults.  Ford, Grantham, and Whiting (2008) point out 
that when counseling minority students intrinsic, supportive, and remedial strategies need 
to be utilized.  Intrinsic strategies have been designed to help minority students enhance 
their beliefs in their ability to succeed in gifted education classes; supportive strategies 
are designed to help minority students understand the benefits of being fully engaged in 
gifted education classes; and remedial strategies help with academic performance and 
work ethic in areas of difficulty.  For those that work with children, it is common 
knowledge that students bring an array of academic and personal concerns to the 
classroom. In many cases, school counselors are in the best position to address these 
issues and concerns (Sears, 1999). 
 Gallavan (2000), in researching reasons that teachers are not using effective 
multicultural education practices, found 5 trends that encapsulate the reasons, including 
limited understanding of what defines multicultural education, the use of effective 
practices, motivation to learn these effective practices, a resistance to learning practices, 
and the responsibility to use effective practices in multicultural education.  This study 
consisted of teachers who had received their college degrees more than 10 years ago who 
were not required to take courses relating to multicultural education, and had a limited 
understanding of multicultural education and its practices. The use of multicultural 
training, for school personnel, is another promising practice to create an understanding of 
minority students and their academic needs.  Banks and Banks (2006) found that at many 
institutions of higher education, most students graduate with a monocultural curriculum 
that does not prepare them to work with culturally, ethnically, and linguistically diverse 
students.  As a result, teachers do not fully understand cultural differences when it comes 
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to learning, communication, and behavioral styles.  Studies have shown that perceived 
social support and understanding from teachers influence motivation and academic 
achievement in students (Reeve & Jang 2006; Wentzel, 1998). Students who have found 
success in reversing underachievement often cite one special teacher who helped them or 
took an invested interest in them (Emerick, 1992; Reis & McCoach, 2000). The positive 
effect that is formed through cultural understanding is why research has stressed the need 
for formal training for teachers on dealing with gifted minorities and their cultural 
differences.  The theory is that as teachers engage in self-reflection, learn about how to 
interact with other cultures, and how to integrate diversity into the classroom this will 
change teachers’ biases and the school experience of a child.  Although it is reasonable to 
assume that every teacher who enrolls in coursework pertaining to gifted education will 
learn about the characteristics of gifted students, it is not safe to assume that they will 
learn about the cultural and environmental factors that impede learning outcomes for 
students of color (Ford et al., 1998).  It is also imperative that training includes educators 
being exposed to culturally relevant teaching practices and that they learn how students’ 
cultures interact, both positively and negatively, with school systems in general and 
gifted education in particular (Ford, 1996).   
Gifted minority students must be provided with quality educational experiences, 
including study skills, learning strategies, higher level thinking skills, test-taking skills, 
and time-management skills (Ford & Harris, 1997).  These educational experiences, 
along with early and ongoing enrichment opportunities, prove to be a promising practice 
for nurturing academic achievement (Renzulli & Reis, 1985).  A continuum of services 
make certain that gifted students achieve to their potential ability (Reis, 2007).  Strategies 
25 
such as peer and cross-age tutoring, clustering, acceleration, homogeneous grouping, 
school wide enrichment, integrated curriculum, and metacognitive strategy training are 
associated with positive gains for gifted students (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Kulik, 1993).  
The literature noted that gifted language minority students may often appear unmotivated 
or disengaged, despite their academic potential (Ford & Harmon, 2001), and strategies 
that are more “culturally responsive” provide one way of increasing the engagement of 
gifted underachievers (Grantham, 2002).  Similarly, Kitano and Espinosa (1995) 
advocate that students need an assortment of program options to address different levels 
of language proficiency, different subject-matter interests, and varied talent areas, and 
suggest that developmental curriculum and enriched programs can arouse a gifted 
student’s potential and can help to expand educators’ notions about intelligence. 
 With some of the trends we have seen with minority students as they are entering 
our schools, a home-school partnership is viewed as a vital step to addressing the 
underachievement of gifted minority students.  As viewed by Tomlinson (1997), family 
outreach can prevent or reverse student achievement.  Partnerships, between home and 
school in which giftedness is discussed can help parents advocate for their child or assist 
their child in dealing with peer pressure (Emerick, 1992).  This family education is a 
means to making families aware of the need to develop their children’s self-concept, and 
is identified as a way to educate minority parents about the impact of gifted education for 
their child (Ford & Harris, 1999).  In some minority communities families have a fear of 
what affects the demand of such a program will have on their child.  There is a real fear 
that their child may not be able to enjoy their school experience, and may not have time 
for such things as sports.  Parents need to be educated about the dynamics within gifted 
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programs, and must learn how to become actively involved as a resource and liaison 
between the school and their community (Harmon, 2002). 
 Determining the effectiveness of each of these approaches is difficult because they 
are dependent upon the individuals involved, but the strength in each is that they focus on 
the individual.  Other practices endorsed include the use of social and communal 
experiences. Frank conversations amongst students not only serve as an outlet for 
minority students, but also as a means to decrease feelings of isolation and alienation 
(Ford & Harris, 1999). Social and communal experiences speak to the fact that there must 
be small group and cooperative learning opportunities to facilitate a shared understanding 
and respect between minority students and white students and their teachers as well. 
There is also the endorsement of the exposure to mentors and role models, and 
multicultural education (Ford, 1996; Ford, Grantham & Whiting, 2008; Ford & Harris, 
1997; Washington & Lee, 1982).  Multicultural education is a means to connect minority 
students to what is being taught and read, and is seen as a way to make them feel 
included in the classroom. Mentors are seen as a way to help minority students to meet 
and interact with positive adults, or peers, who look like them and can relate to their 
cultural experiences (Ford & Harris 1990; Smith, 1989; Washington & Lee, 1982).  There 
is still research that has yet to be done to learn the impact of these strategies, but one 
thing that is certain in the literature, is that in order to meet the needs of the gifted 
minority student we must start with strategies that meet the need of the individual.   
Summary 
 Minority gifted students whom educators have identified and placed into gifted 
education programming quite frequently underachieve or perform poorly (College Board, 
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2005). Sadly, the research literature is abounding with articles, documenting the 
occurrences of high-ability ethnic minority students who do not meet their academic 
potential (Jordan & Plank, 2000).  To more effectively recruit and retain minority 
students in gifted education, educators must embark upon an endeavor to learn more 
about cultural diversity and its effect on academics.  This critical self-examination is 
essential to the success of our schools, because it calls for a paradigm shift in its thinking.  
Research dating back to 1989 indicated that as many as 50 percent of African American 
students were performing below their promise, and gifted students represented 10 to 20 
percent of reported high school dropouts (Ford, 1990).  Consequently, two decades later, 
these statistics are not that different today.  Our schools must first examine their 
philosophy on gifted education and the need for it to be all-inclusive. They must then 
move into action by examining current practices and issues within the institution that are 
preventing equal opportunity for diverse learners.  As seen in the research, there is no 
magic solution or there would be more definitive answers as to how to reverse 
underachievement of minority students in our gifted programs.  What is consistently 
presented is the fact that we must continue to educate staff, and search for ways to not 
only address the needs of the cultural race, but the individual student as well.  In some 
circles, successful minorities are seen as a dying breed, and school giftedness is seen as a 
one-way ticket to alienation.  We must strive to save an endangered species, our gifted 
minority students, through the continual collection and analyzing of data, by providing 
positive role models, infusing multiculturalism into the curriculum, forming support 
groups, fair testing assessments, and never to be overlooked; we must provide them with 
teachers that instill hope.  Minority students and families, must be shown that being 
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labeled as gifted is not a detrimental disease.  The purpose of this study will be to 
examine students who are identified as gifted and therefore placed in gifted programming 
to determine the answer to the question “Does giftedness prevail?” 
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CHAPTER THREE 
Methodology 
Purpose of the Study 
 This chapter outlines the research design, the independent and dependent 
variables, the research questions, and the data analysis used in the completion of this 
research study.  The purpose of this study was to evaluate the ninth-grade to 12th-grade 
achievement trajectory of same school district ethnic minority and ethnic majority high 
school students’ formally identified as gifted to determine if there is an achievement gap 
that ensues over time:  Does giftedness prevail?   
Description of Procedures 
Research Design.   
The pretest-posttest four-group comparative efficacy study design is displayed in the 
following notation: 
 Group 1 X1 O1 Y1 O2 
 Group 2 X1 O1 Y2 O2   
 Group 3 X1 O1 Y3 O2 
 Group 4 X1 O1 Y4 O2   
 Group 1 = study participants #1.  Naturally formed group of ethnic minority 
Black Not Hispanic high school students (n = 6; 100%) identified in the eighth-grade as 
eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program. 
 Group 2 = study participants #2.  Naturally formed group of ethnic minority 
Hispanic high school students (n = 5; 100%) identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program. 
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 Group 3 = study participants #3.  Naturally formed group of ethnic minority 
Asian and Pacific Islander high school students (n = 6; 100%) identified in the eighth-
grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program. 
 Group 4 = study participants #4.  Naturally formed group of ethnic majority 
White Not Hispanic high school students (n = 128; 100%) identified in the eighth-grade 
as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program. 
 X1 = study constants.  All ethnic minority and ethnic majority high school 
students in this minority meta study were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program were study participants (N = 145).  
Gifted students are eligible to take advanced level courses and dual (college and 
university) credit courses with support and guidance from their school counselors.  All 
teachers assigned to instruct advanced level and dual (college and university) credit 
courses hold certification in their content areas of expertise.  All teachers responsible for 
teaching gifted content courses have Master’s Degrees and have taught for a minimum of 
fifteen years in the research school district.  Teachers are evaluated annually and meet 
district standards of level of performance.  Moreover, the school district administration, 
faculty, and staff are committed to supporting gifted students education and providing the 
opportunities required to fulfill this obligation.   
 Y1 = study independent variable, ethnicity of students participating in the 
same school district gifted program, condition #1.  The study independent variable, 
condition one will be ethnic minority Black Not Hispanic high school students identified 
in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program. 
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 Y2 = study independent variable, ethnicity of students participating in the 
same school district gifted program, condition #2.  The study independent variable, 
condition one will be ethnic minority Hispanic high school students identified in the 
eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program. 
 Y3 = study independent variable, ethnicity of students participating in the 
same school district gifted program, condition #3.  The study independent variable, 
condition one will be ethnic minority Asian and Pacific Islander high school students 
identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted 
program. 
 Y4 = study independent variable, ethnicity of students participating in the 
same school district gifted program, condition #4.  The study independent variable, 
condition one will be ethnic majority White Not Hispanic high school students identified 
in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program. 
 O1 = study pretest dependent measures.   Pre-college success predictor as 
measured by the fall 10th-grade:  Overall PLAN score.   
 O2 = study posttest dependent measures.  (1) Pre-college success predictor as 
measured by the fall 11th-grade: Overall ACT score.  (2) Achievement as measured by 
spring 11th-grade NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent scores.  (3) Achievement as 
measured by overall cumulative end of 12th-grade Grade Point Average scores for all 
academic coursework completed. 
Participants 
 The maximum accrual for this minority meta study was N = 17.  Ethnic minority 
and ethnic minority high school students identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
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participation in the same school district gifted program were study participants.  These 
students completed advanced level courses and dual (college and university) credit 
courses with support and guidance from their school counselors.  All study participants 
graduated from the research school district’s high schools. 
Number of participants.  In this minority meta study all students identified in the 
eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program were 
study participants.  A naturally formed group of ethnic minority high school students (n = 
17) were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school 
district gifted program.  Also for this study a naturally formed group of majority ethnicity 
high school students (n = 128) were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program. 
Gender of participants.  Of the naturally formed group of minority ethnicity high school 
students (n = 17) identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same 
school district gifted program females were, n = 8 (47%) and males were, n = 9 (53%).  
Of the naturally formed group of majority ethnicity high school students (n = 128) 
identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted 
program females were, n = 58 (45%) and males were, n = 70 (55%).  The gender of the 
study participants was congruent with the research school districts gender demographics. 
Age range or participants.  The age range of the naturally formed group of minority 
ethnicity high school students (n = 17) identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program when they completed 12th-grade 
was 17 years to 18 years of age.  The age range of the randomly selected group of 
majority ethnicity high school students (n = 128) identified in the eighth-grade as eligible 
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for participation in the same school district gifted program when they completed 12th-
grade was 17 years to 18 years of age.  The age range of the study participants was 
congruent with the research school districts age demographics for graduating seniors. 
Racial and ethnic origins of participation.  The overall racial and ethnic origin of the 
naturally formed group of minority ethnicity high school students identified in the eighth-
grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program was Black 
Not Hispanic, 6 (35%), Asian Pacific Islander, 6 (35%), and Hispanic, 5 (29%).  The 
overall racial and ethnic origin of the randomly selected group of majority ethnicity high 
school students identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same 
school district gifted program was White Not Hispanic, 128 (100%).  The racial and 
ethnic origin of the study participants was congruent with the research school districts’ 
racial and ethnic origin demographics for eight-grade students. 
Inclusion criteria of participants.  All minority ethnicity and majority ethnicity high 
school students were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the 
same school district gifted program were included in the study if they attended and 
completed ninth-grade, 10th-grade, 11th-grade, and 12th-grade in the research school 
district.  The identification of gifted students in the eighth-grade was approved and 
supported by the school district leadership team and teaching faculty in the research 
school district. 
Method of participant identification.  Students were identified in the eighth-grade as 
eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program.  TerraNova percentile 
rank achievement test scores at or above the 75th-percentile were used to determine a 
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student’s eligibility to participate in the gifted program.  No individual identifiers will be 
attached to the achievement data of the participating students. 
Research Questions and Data Analysis 
 Research question one was used to analyze pre-college success predictor scores of 
Black Not Hispanic high school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as 
eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program.   
Overarching Pretest-Posttest Research Question #1.  Do Black Not Hispanic 
high school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation 
in the same school district gifted program lose, maintain, or improve their pretest 10th-
grade pre-college success predictor PLAN scores compared to their posttest 11th-grade 
pre-college success predictor ACT scores? 
Analysis.  Research Question #1 was analyzed using a dependent t test to 
examine the significance of the difference between Black Not Hispanic high school 
students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same 
school district gifted program pretest 10th-grade pre-college success predictor PLAN 
scores compared to their posttest 11th-grade pre-college success predictor ACT scores.  
Because multiple statistical tests were conducted, a one-tailed .05 alpha level was 
employed to help control Type 1 errors.  Means and standard deviations are displayed on 
tables. 
 Research question two was used to analyze college success predictor scores of 
Hispanic high school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program.   
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 Overarching Pretest-Posttest Research Question #2.  Do Hispanic high school 
students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same 
school district gifted program lose, maintain, or improve their pretest 10th-grade pre-
college success predictor PLAN scores compared to their posttest 11th-grade pre-college 
success predictor ACT scores? 
Analysis.  Research Question #2 was analyzed using a dependent t test to 
examine the significance of the difference between Hispanic high school students who 
were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district 
gifted program pretest 10th-grade pre-college success predictor PLAN scores compared 
to their posttest 11th-grade pre-college success predictor ACT scores.  Because multiple 
statistical tests were conducted, a one-tailed .05 alpha level was employed to help control 
Type 1 errors.  Means and standard deviations are displayed on tables. 
 Research question three was used to analyze pre-college success predictor scores 
of Asian and Pacific Islander high school students who were identified in the eighth-
grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program.   
 Overarching Pretest-Posttest Research Question #3.  Do Asian and Pacific 
Islander high school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program lose, maintain, or improve their 
pretest 10th-grade pre-college success predictor PLAN scores compared to their posttest 
11th-grade pre-college success predictor ACT scores? 
Analysis.  Research Question #3 was analyzed using a dependent t test to 
examine the significance of the difference between Asian and Pacific Islander high 
school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the 
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same school district gifted program pretest 10th-grade pre-college success predictor 
PLAN scores compared to their posttest 11th-grade pre-college success predictor ACT 
scores.  Because multiple statistical tests were conducted, a one-tailed .05 alpha level was 
employed to help control Type 1 errors.  Means and standard deviations are displayed on 
tables. 
 Research question four was used to analyze pre-college success predictor scores 
of White Not Hispanic high school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as 
eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program.   
 Overarching Pretest-Posttest Research Question #4.  Do White Not Hispanic 
high school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation 
in the same school district gifted program lose, maintain, or improve their pretest 10th-
grade pre-college success predictor PLAN scores compared to their posttest 11th-grade 
pre-college success predictor ACT scores? 
Analysis.  Research Question #4 was analyzed using a dependent t test to 
examine the significance of the difference between White Not Hispanic high school 
students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same 
school district gifted program pretest 10th-grade pre-college success predictor PLAN 
scores compared to their posttest 11th-grade pre-college success predictor ACT scores.  
Because multiple statistical tests were conducted, a one-tailed .05 alpha level was 
employed to help control Type 1 errors.  Means and standard deviations are displayed on 
tables. 
 Research question five was used to analyze pre-college success predictor scores 
of Black Not Hispanic, Hispanic, Asian and Pacific Islander, and White Not Hispanic 
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high school students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation 
in the same school district gifted program.   
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Research Question #5.  Do Black Not Hispanic,  
Hispanic,  Asian and Pacific Islander, and  White Not Hispanic high school students who 
were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district 
gifted program have congruent or different pretest 10th-grade pre-college success 
predictor PLAN scores compared to posttest 11th-grade pre-college success predictor 
ACT scores? 
 Analysis.  Research Question #5 was analyzed utilized a single classification 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to determine the main effect between Black Not 
Hispanic,  Hispanic,  Asian and Pacific Islander, and  White Not Hispanic high school 
students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same 
school district gifted program. Posttest compared to posttest 11th-grade pre-college 
success predictor ACT scores were analyzed.  An F ratio was calculated and an alpha 
level of .05 was utilized to test the null hypothesis.  Post hoc tests were used for contrast 
analysis when a significant F ratio was observed.   
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Research Question #6.  Do Black Not Hispanic,  
Hispanic,  Asian and Pacific Islander, and  White Not Hispanic high school students who 
were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district 
gifted program have congruent or different posttest compared to posttest 11th-grade 
spring NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent scores? 
 Analysis.  Research Question #6 was analyzed utilized a single classification 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to determine the main effect between Black Not 
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Hispanic, Hispanic, Asian and Pacific Islander, and White Not Hispanic high school 
students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same 
school district gifted program posttest compared to posttest 11th-grade spring NeSA 
Reading Normal Curve Equivalent scores. An F ratio was calculated and an alpha level 
of .05 was utilized to test the null hypothesis.  Post hoc tests were used for contrast 
analysis when a significant F ratio was observed.  
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Research Question #7.  Do Black Not Hispanic, 
Hispanic, Asian and Pacific Islander, and White Not Hispanic high school students who 
were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district 
gifted program have congruent or different posttest compared to posttest end of 12th-
grade Grade Point Average scores for all academic coursework completed? 
 Analysis.  Research Question #7 was analyzed utilized a single classification 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to determine the main effect between Black Not 
Hispanic, Hispanic, Asian and Pacific Islander, and White Not Hispanic high school 
students who were identified in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same 
school district gifted program posttest compared to posttest end of 12th-grade Grade 
Point Average scores for all academic coursework completed.  An F ratio was calculated 
and an alpha level of .05 was utilized to test the null hypothesis.  Post hoc tests were used 
for contrast analysis when a significant F ratio was observed. 
Data Collection Procedures 
Performance site.  This research was conducted in a public school setting through 
normal educational practices.  The study procedures did not interfere with the normal 
educational practices of the public alternative school setting and did not involve coercion 
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or discomfort of any kind.  Data was stored on spreadsheets and computers flash drives 
for statistical analysis in the office of the primary researcher and the dissertation chair.  
Data and computer files were kept in locked file cabinets.  No individual identifiers were 
attached to the data.  
IRB Approval 
Institutional Board of Review (IRB) for the protection of Human Subjects Approval 
Category 
 The exemption categories for this study were provided under 45CFR.101 (b) 
categories 1 and 4.  The research was conducted using routinely collected archival data.  
A letter of support from the research school district will be provided for IRB review. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
Results 
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this study was to evaluate the ninth-grade to 12th-grade 
achievement trajectory of same school district ethnic minority and ethnic majority high 
school students’ formally identified as gifted to determine if there is an achievement gap 
that ensues over time:  Does giftedness prevail?   
The study's two dependent variables were (1) pre-college success predictors and 
(2) achievement.  The first dependent variable measuring the pre-college success 
predictors were analyzed using the following dependent measures:  Pretest fall semester 
10th-grade overall PLAN score, and the posttest fall 11th-grade overall ACT score.  The 
second dependent variable measuring achievement was analyzed using (1) spring 11th-
grade NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent scores and (2) overall cumulative end of 
12th-grade Grade Point Average scores for all academic coursework completed.  All 
study achievement, engagement, and behavioral data related to each of the dependent 
variables were retrospective, archival, and routinely collected school information.  
Permission from the appropriate school research personnel was obtained before data were 
collected and analyzed. 
Table 1 displays demographic information of individual ninth-grade to 12th-grade 
ethnic minority high school students’ (N= 17) who were formally identified as gifted in 
the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program.  
Table 2 displays demographic information of individual ninth-grade to 12th-grade ethnic 
majority high school students’ (N=128) who were formally identified as gifted in the 
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eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program.  
Pretest and posttest pre-college predictor scores of individual ninth-grade to 12th-grade 
ethnic minority high school students’ (N= 17) who were formally identified as gifted in 
the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program is 
displayed in Table 3.  Table 4 displays Pretest and posttest pre-college predictor scores of 
individual ninth-grade to 12th-grade ethnic majority high school students’ (N= 128) who 
were formally identified as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the 
same school district gifted program.  Table 5 displays posttest spring 11th-grade NeSA 
Reading Normal Curve Equivalent scores of individual ninth-grade to 12th-grade ethnic 
minority high school students’ (N= 17) who were formally identified as gifted in the 
eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program.  
Table 6 displays posttest spring 11th-grade NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent 
scores of individual ninth-grade to 12th-grade ethnic majority high school students’ (N= 
128) who were formally identified as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program.  Table 7 displays the overall 
cumulative end of 12th-grade Grade Point Average scores for all academic coursework 
completed of individual ninth-grade to 12th-grade ethnic minority high school students’ 
(N= 17) who were formally identified as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program.  End of 12th-grade Grade Point 
Average scores for all academic coursework completed of individual ninth-grade to 12th-
grade ethnic majority high school students’ (N= 128) who were formally identified as 
gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted 
program are displayed in table 8. 
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Research Question #1   
 Table 9 displays beginning tenth-grade pretest PLAN scores compared to ending 
eleventh-grade posttest ACT scores of ninth-grade to 12th-grade Black Not Hispanic high 
school students’ (N= 6) who were formally identified as gifted in the eighth-grade as 
eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program. The first pretest-
posttest hypothesis was tested using the dependent t test.  As seen in Table 9, the null 
hypothesis was rejected for pretest as compared to posttest Pre-college predictor scores 
for Black Not Hispanic students.  The pretest PLAN score for the ninth-grade to 12th-
grade Black Not Hispanic high school students’ (N= 6) who were formally identified as 
gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted 
program (M = 20.83, SD = 2.32) compared to the posttest ACT score (M = 27.67, SD = 
3.27) was statistically significantly different in the direction of posttest ACT score 
escalation, t(5) = 11.37, p < .01 (two-tailed), d = 4.65.   
Research Question #2   
 Table 10 displays beginning tenth-grade pretest PLAN scores compared to ending 
eleventh-grade posttest ACT scores of ninth-grade to 12th-grade Hispanic high school 
students’ (N= 3) who were formally identified as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program. The first pretest-posttest 
hypothesis was tested using the dependent t test.  As seen in Table 10, the null hypothesis 
was rejected for pretest as compared to posttest Pre-college predictor scores for Hispanic 
students.  The pretest PLAN score for the ninth-grade to 12th-grade Hispanic high school 
students’ (N= 3) who were formally identified as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program (M = 18.67, SD = 2.52) compared 
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to the posttest ACT score (M = 22.67, SD = 3.06) was statistically significantly different 
in the direction of posttest ACT score escalation, t(2) = 6.93, p =.02 (two-tailed), d = 
4.00.  
Research Question #3   
 Table 11 displays beginning tenth-grade pretest PLAN scores compared to ending 
eleventh-grade posttest ACT scores of ninth-grade to 12th-grade Asian Pacific Islander 
high school students’ (N= 5) who were formally identified as gifted in the eighth-grade as 
eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program. The first pretest-
posttest hypothesis was tested using the dependent t test.  As seen in Table 11, the null 
hypothesis was rejected for pretest as compared to posttest Pre-college predictor scores 
for Asian Pacific Islander students.  The pretest PLAN score for the ninth-grade to 12th-
grade Asian Pacific Islander high school students’ (N= 5) who were formally identified 
as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted 
program (M = 23.00, SD = 2.12) compared to the posttest ACT score (M = 26.20, SD = 
2.95) was statistically significantly different in the direction of posttest ACT score 
escalation, t(4) = 6.53, p < .01 (two-tailed), d = 2.91.   
Research Question #4   
 Table 12 displays beginning tenth-grade pretest PLAN scores compared to ending 
eleventh-grade posttest ACT scores of ninth-grade to 12th-grade White Not Hispanic 
high school students’ (N= 115) who were formally identified as gifted in the eighth-grade 
as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program. The first pretest-
posttest hypothesis was tested using the dependent t test.  As seen in Table 12, the null 
hypothesis was rejected for pretest as compared to posttest Pre-college predictor scores 
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for White Not Hispanic students.  The pretest PLAN score for the ninth-grade to 12th-
grade White Not Hispanic high school students’ (N= 115) who were formally identified 
as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted 
program (M = 22.67, SD = 2.66) compared to the posttest ACT score (M = 27.54, SD = 
3.43) was statistically significantly different in the direction of posttest ACT score 
escalation, t(114) = 24.86, p < .01 (two-tailed), d = 2.32.   
Research Question #5 
Table 13 displays the posttest-posttest Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) between 
the different racial groups for the twelfth grade ACT scores.  As seen in Table 13, the 
null hypothesis was not rejected for different posttest 11th-grade pre-college success 
predictor ACT scores because scores remained congruent amongst ethnic minority and 
ethnic majority groups, F(3, 125) = 2.21, p = .09.  Because no significant main effect was 
found post hoc contrast analyses were not conducted. 
Research Question #6   
Table 14 displays the posttest-posttest t Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) between 
the different racial groups for the twelfth grade NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent 
scores.  As seen in Table 14, the null hypothesis was not rejected for posttest compared to 
posttest11th-grade NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent scores because scores 
remained congruent amongst ethnic minority and ethnic majority groups, F(3, 141) = 
1.42, p = .24.  Because no significant main effect was found post hoc contrast analyses 
for posttest as compared to posttest11th-grade NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent 
scores were not conducted. 
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Research Question #7 
Table 15 displays the posttest-posttest Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) between 
the different racial groups for the twelfth grade Grade Point Average (GPA).  As seen in 
Table 15, the null hypothesis was not rejected for posttest compared to posttest 
cumulative end of 12th-grade Grade Point Average scores for all academic coursework 
completed because averages remained congruent amongst ethnic minority and ethnic 
majority groups, F(3, 141) = 1.63, p = .19.  Because no significant main effect was found 
post hoc contrast analyses for posttest as compared to cumulative end of 12th-grade 
Grade Point Average scores were not conducted. 
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Table 1 
Demographic Information of Individual Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Ethnic Minority 
High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for 
the Same School District Gifted Program 
Student 
Number 
Gender Ethnicity 
Free/Reduced 
Priced Lunch 
Program 
Age 
1 Female Asian Pacific No 17 
2 Female Asian Pacific No 17 
3 Female Asian Pacific No 17 
4 Female Asian Pacific No 17 
5 Female Asian Pacific No 17 
6 Male Asian Pacific No 17 
7 Male Black No 18 
8 Male Black No 17 
9 Male Black No 17 
10 Male Black No 17 
11 Female Black No 17 
12 Male Black No 17 
13 Male Hispanic No 17 
14 Female Hispanic Yes 18 
15 Male Hispanic Yes 17 
16 Male Hispanic No 18 
17 Female Hispanic No 17 
Note.  All students were in attendance in the research school district ninth-grade through 
twelfth-grade. 
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Table 2 
Demographic Information of Individual Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority 
High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for 
the Same School District Gifted Program 
Student 
Number 
Gender Ethnicity 
Free/Reduced 
Priced Lunch 
Program 
Age 
1 Female White No 17 
2 Male White No 18 
3 Female White Yes 17 
4 Male White No 17 
5 Male White Yes 17 
6 Male White No 18 
7 Male White No 18 
8 Male White No 18 
9 Male White No 17 
10 Female White No 17 
11 Female White No 18 
12 Male White No 18 
13 Male White No 18 
14 Male White Yes 18 
15 Female White Yes 17 
16 Male White No 18 
17 Female White No 17 
18 Male White No 17 
19 Male White No 18 
20 Female White No 17 
21 Male White Yes 17 
22 Female White No 18 
23 Male White No 17 
24 Male White No 17 
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Table 2(Cont.) 
Demographic Information of Individual Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority 
High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for 
the Same School District Gifted Program 
Student 
Number 
Gender Ethnicity 
Free/Reduced 
Priced Lunch 
Program 
Age 
25 Male White No 18 
26 Male White No 18 
27 Male White No 17 
28 Female White No 17 
29 Male White No 18 
30 Female White No 18 
31 Female White No 17 
32 Male White No 18 
33 Female White No 17 
34 Male White No 18 
35 Male White No 17 
36 Male White Yes 17 
37 Female White No 18 
38 Male White No 18 
39 Male White No 17 
40 Female White No 18 
41 Male White No 18 
42 Male White No 17 
43 Male White No 17 
44 Male White No 17 
45 Female White No 17 
46 Male White Yes 17 
47 Female White No 17 
48 Male White No 18 
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Table 2(Cont.) 
Demographic Information of Individual Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority 
High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for 
the Same School District Gifted Program 
Student 
Number 
Gender Ethnicity 
Free/Reduced 
Priced Lunch 
Program 
Age 
49 Female White No 17 
50 Female White No 18 
51 Male White No 17 
52 Male White No 17 
53 Male White Yes 17 
54 Female White No 17 
55 Male White No 17 
56 Female White No 17 
57 Male White No 17 
58 Male White No 18 
59 Female White No 18 
60 Male White No 17 
61 Female White No 17 
62 Female White No 17 
63 Female White No 18 
64 Female White No 17 
65 Female White No 18 
66 Male White Yes 17 
67 Female White No 17 
68 Male White No 17 
69 Male White No 18 
70 Male White No 18 
71 Female White No 17 
72 Female White No 17 
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Table 2(Cont.) 
Demographic Information of Individual Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority 
High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for 
the Same School District Gifted Program 
Student 
Number 
Gender Ethnicity 
Free/Reduced 
Priced Lunch 
Program 
Age 
73 Male White No 18 
74 Female White No 17 
75 Male White No 17 
76 Male White No 17 
77 Female White No 17 
78 Male White No 17 
79 Female White Yes 18 
80 Female White No 18 
81 Male White No 18 
82 Male White No 17 
83 Male White No 18 
84 Female White No 18 
85 Female White No 17 
86 Male White No 17 
87 Female White No 18 
88 Female White No 18 
89 Female White No 18 
90 Female White Yes 17 
91 Female White No 17 
92 Male White No 17 
93 Female White No 18 
94 Male White No 17 
95 Female White No 17 
96 Male White No 17 
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Table 2(Cont.) 
Demographic Information of Individual Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority 
High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for 
the Same School District Gifted Program 
Student 
Number 
Gender Ethnicity 
Free/Reduced 
Priced Lunch 
Program 
Age 
97 Male White No 17 
98 Female White No 17 
99 Male White No 17 
100 Female White No 18 
101 Male White No 17 
102 Male White No 17 
103 Male White No 17 
104 Female White No 17 
105 Female White No 17 
106 Male White No 17 
107 Male White No 17 
108 Male White No 17 
109 Male White No 17 
110 Female White No 18 
111 Male White No 18 
112 Female White No 17 
113 Male White No 17 
114 Male White No 18 
115 Female White Yes 17 
116 Male White No 18 
117 Female White No 17 
118 Male White Yes 18 
119 Female White Yes 18 
120 Female White No 17 
52 
Table 2(Cont.) 
Demographic Information of Individual Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority 
High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for 
the Same School District Gifted Program 
Student 
Number 
Gender Ethnicity 
Free/Reduced 
Priced Lunch 
Program 
Age 
121 Female White No 18 
122 Female White No 17 
123 Female White No 18 
124 Female White No 18 
125 Female White No 17 
126 Female White No 18 
127 Female White No 17 
128 Male White No 18 
Note.  All students were in attendance in the research school district ninth-grade through 
twelfth-grade. 
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Table 3 
Pretest and Posttest Pre-College Success Predictor Scores of Individual Ninth Grade to 
Twelfth Grade Ethnic Minority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in 
the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
PLAN and ACT Scores of Ethnic Minority Students 
Identified as Gifted 
Student* Pretest (PLAN) Posttest (ACT) 
1 24 27 
2 21 24 
3 21 24 
4 21  
5 26 31 
6 23 25 
7 19 27 
8 24 33 
9 18 24 
10 23 30 
11 21 26 
12 20 26 
13 21 26 
14 17  
15 18  
16 16 20 
17 19 22 
Student numbers correspond with Table 1. 
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Table 4 
Pretest and Posttest Pre-College Success Predictor Scores of Individual Ninth Grade 
to Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted 
in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
PLAN and ACT Scores of Ethnic Minority Students 
Identified as Gifted 
Student* Pretest (PLAN) Posttest (ACT) 
1 18 25 
2 25 31 
3 18 20 
4 24 30 
5 20 28 
6 22 25 
7 16 20 
8 24 28 
9 20 27 
10 19 25 
11 21 26 
12 20 28 
13 23 27 
14 22 33 
15 24 30 
16 26 30 
17 27 31 
18 20 25 
19 22 23 
20 24 27 
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Table 4 (Cont.) 
Pretest and Posttest Pre-College Success Predictor Scores of Individual Ninth Grade 
to Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted 
in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
PLAN and ACT Scores of Ethnic Minority Students 
Identified as Gifted 
Student* Pretest (PLAN) Posttest (ACT) 
21 20 25 
22 20 25 
23 23 29 
24 23 29 
25 24 26 
26 23 26 
27 28 32 
28 28 25 
29 29 22 
30 30 21 
31 31 20 
32 32 24 
33 33 23 
34 34 20 
35 35 25 
36 36 22 
37 37 25 
38 38 20 
39 39 23 
40 40 25 
41 41 25 
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Table 4 (Cont.) 
Pretest and Posttest Pre-College Success Predictor Scores of Individual Ninth Grade 
to Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted 
in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
PLAN and ACT Scores of Ethnic Minority Students 
Identified as Gifted 
Student* Pretest (PLAN) Posttest (ACT) 
42 42 22 
43 43 21 
44 44 24 
45 45 28 
46 46 19 
47 47 21 
48 48 24 
49 49 25 
50 50 19 
51 51 25 
52 52 21 
53 53 20 
54 54 23 
55 22 30 
56 27 35 
57 25 29 
58 23 27 
59 24 29 
60 22 24 
61 23 30 
62 22  
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Table 4 (Cont.) 
Pretest and Posttest Pre-College Success Predictor Scores of Individual Ninth Grade 
to Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted 
in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
PLAN and ACT Scores of Ethnic Minority Students 
Identified as Gifted 
Student* Pretest (PLAN) Posttest (ACT) 
63 21  
64 21 28 
65 23 30 
66 17  
67 23 25 
68 26 30 
69 23 25 
70 18 21 
71 21 27 
72 23 23 
73 20 27 
74 21 26 
75 26 32 
76 19 25 
77 25 30 
78 30 33 
79 23 29 
80 25 28 
81 21 26 
82 24 29 
83 23 31 
58 
Table 4 (Cont.) 
Pretest and Posttest Pre-College Success Predictor Scores of Individual Ninth Grade 
to Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted 
in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
PLAN and ACT Scores of Ethnic Minority Students 
Identified as Gifted 
Student* Pretest (PLAN) Posttest (ACT) 
84 25 29 
85 21 23 
86 25 32 
87 27 33 
88 22  
89 20 23 
90 21  
91 20 26 
92 17 23 
93 22 26 
94 21  
95 25 31 
96 24 28 
97 26 27 
98 25 31 
99 22 30 
100 20 24 
101 23 28 
102 25 30 
103 24 28 
104 21 22 
105 26 34 
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Table 4 (Cont.) 
Pretest and Posttest Pre-College Success Predictor Scores of Individual Ninth Grade 
to Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted 
in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
PLAN and ACT Scores of Ethnic Minority Students 
Identified as Gifted 
Student* Pretest (PLAN) Posttest (ACT) 
106 27 33 
107 18 29 
108 21 27 
109 21 26 
110 24 29 
111 26 34 
112 24 28 
113 20  
114 22 22 
115 19 25 
116 26 32 
117 18 19 
118 22  
119 17  
120 20 23 
121 26 31 
122 22  
123 19 24 
124 21  
125 21 26 
126 24 29 
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Table 4 (Cont.) 
Pretest and Posttest Pre-College Success Predictor Scores of Individual Ninth Grade 
to Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted 
in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
PLAN and ACT Scores of Ethnic Minority Students 
Identified as Gifted 
Student* Pretest (PLAN) Posttest (ACT) 
127 26 34 
128 24 28 
*
Student numbers correspond with Table 2. 
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Table 5 
Posttest NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent Scores of Individual Ninth Grade to 
Twelfth Grade Ethnic Minority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in 
the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
NeSA Reading Scores of Ethnic Minority 
Students Identified as Gifted 
 
Student* Posttest 
1 167 
2 111 
3 116 
4 140 
5 148 
6 121 
7 148 
8 167 
9 133 
10 167 
11 167 
12 157 
13 148 
14 116 
15 106 
16 97 
17 157 
*
Student numbers correspond with Table 1. 
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Table 6 
Posttest NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent Scores of Individual Ninth Grade to 
Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in 
the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
NeSA Reading Scores of Ethnic Majority 
Students Identified as Gifted 
Student* Posttest 
1 157 
2 157 
3 140 
4 140 
5 133 
6 121 
7 97 
8 167 
9 127 
10 167 
11 121 
12 148 
13 200 
14 148 
15 133 
16 148 
17 140 
18 127 
19 85 
20 133 
21 127 
22 148 
23 157 
24 127 
25 180 
26 89 
27 140 
28 200 
29 167 
30 157 
31 116 
32 148 
33 200 
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Table 6 (Cont.) 
Posttest NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent Scores of Individual Ninth Grade to 
Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in 
the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
NeSA Reading Scores of Ethnic Majority 
Students Identified as Gifted 
Student* Posttest 
34 140 
35 180 
36 157 
37 180 
38 133 
39 180 
40 157 
41 140 
42 133 
43 133 
44 140 
45 133 
46 101 
47 121 
48 157 
49 198 
50 140 
51 127 
52 157 
53 81 
54 148 
55 180 
56 167 
57 127 
58 133 
59 180 
60 127 
61 148 
62 167 
63 148 
64 167 
65 148 
66 116 
67 148 
68 157 
64 
Table 6 (Cont.) 
Posttest NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent Scores of Individual Ninth Grade to 
Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in 
the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
NeSA Reading Scores of Ethnic Majority 
Students Identified as Gifted 
Student* Posttest 
69 140 
70 85 
71 140 
72 167 
73 157 
74 127 
75 157 
76 106 
77 167 
78 167 
79 157 
80 140 
81 133 
82 157 
83 133 
84 157 
85 157 
86 198 
87 167 
88 148 
89 133 
90 101 
91 157 
92 121 
93 167 
94 106 
95 167 
96 140 
97 180 
98 198 
99 198 
100 157 
101 140 
102 148 
103 121 
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Table 6 (Cont.) 
Posttest NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent Scores of Individual Ninth Grade to 
Twelfth Grade Ethnic Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in 
the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
NeSA Reading Scores of Ethnic Majority 
Students Identified as Gifted 
Student* Posttest 
104 140 
105 167 
106 157 
107 116 
108 127 
109 167 
110 140 
111 157 
112 157 
113 148 
114 127 
115 140 
116 133 
117 89 
118 133 
119 97 
120 148 
121 140 
122 133 
123 167 
124 116 
125 106 
126  
127 133 
128 133 
*
Student numbers correspond with Table 2. 
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Table 7 
Posttest Overall Cumulative End of 12th-Grade Grade Point Average scores for all 
academic coursework completed of Individual Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Ethnic 
Minority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as 
Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
Overall Cumulative G.P.A. of Ethnic 
Minority Students Identified as Gifted 
Student* Posttest 
1 4.65 
2 3.90 
3 4.02 
4 4.45 
5 5.37 
6 5.11 
7 4.54 
8 5.41 
9 4.31 
10 5.27 
11 4.61 
12 4.80 
13 4.19 
14 4.02 
15 3.56 
16 4.04 
17 4.67 
*
Student numbers correspond with Table 1. 
 
67 
 
Table 8 
Posttest Overall Cumulative End of 12th-Grade Grade Point Average scores for all 
academic coursework completed of Individual Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Ethnic 
Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as 
Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
Overall Cumulative G.P.A. of Ethnic 
Majority Students Identified as Gifted 
Student* Posttest 
1 4.69 
2 4.88 
3 3.36 
4 4.51 
5 4.58 
6 5.18 
7 3.89 
8 4.90 
9 4.76 
10 4.38 
11 5.02 
12 5.13 
13 5.13 
14 5.32 
15 5.25 
16 5.14 
17 5.13 
18 5.05 
19 3.80 
20 4.93 
21 4.00 
22 5.23 
23 5.11 
24 4.01 
25 4.82 
26 4.29 
27 4.93 
28 5.07 
29 3.81 
30 4.61 
31 4.92 
32 5.07 
33 5.04 
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Table 8 (Cont.) 
Posttest Overall Cumulative End of 12th-Grade Grade Point Average scores for all 
academic coursework completed of Individual Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Ethnic 
Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as 
Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
Overall Cumulative G.P.A. of Ethnic 
Majority Students Identified as Gifted 
Student* Posttest 
34 5.01 
35 5.07 
36 3.32 
37 5.29 
38 4.58 
39 5.25 
40 5.31 
41 5.37 
42 4.31 
43 4.84 
44 4.94 
45 5.34 
46 3.41 
47 4.50 
48 5.09 
49 4.64 
50 4.38 
51 4.87 
52 4.59 
53 4.44 
54 5.15 
55 5.15 
56 5.43 
57 5.06 
58 4.86 
59 5.10 
60 4.48 
61 5.09 
62 3.98 
63 4.67 
64 5.36 
65 5.19 
66 2.46 
67 4.53 
68 4.39 
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Table 8 (Cont.) 
Posttest Overall Cumulative End of 12th-Grade Grade Point Average scores for all 
academic coursework completed of Individual Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Ethnic 
Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as 
Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
Overall Cumulative G.P.A. of Ethnic 
Majority Students Identified as Gifted 
Student* Posttest 
69 4.70 
70 3.74 
71 3.85 
72 4.29 
73 4.98 
74 5.02 
75 5.33 
76 4.67 
77 5.41 
78 5.33 
79 3.67 
80 5.20 
81 4.65 
82 5.25 
83 5.30 
84 5.13 
85 3.86 
86 5.26 
87 5.41 
88 3.52 
89 4.49 
90 4.41 
91 5.21 
92 4.25 
93 5.13 
94 4.65 
95 5.37 
96 4.32 
97 3.56 
98 5.30 
99 5.41 
100 3.78 
101 5.17 
102 5.12 
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Table 8 (Cont.) 
Posttest Overall Cumulative End of 12th-Grade Grade Point Average scores for all 
academic coursework completed of Individual Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Ethnic 
Majority High School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as 
Eligible for the Same School District Gifted Program 
 
Overall Cumulative G.P.A. of Ethnic 
Majority Students Identified as Gifted 
Student* Posttest 
103 5.00 
104 4.47 
105 5.38 
106 5.27 
107 3.95 
108 5.22 
109 4.70 
110 5.12 
111 5.26 
112 5.07 
113 3.98 
114 3.88 
115 4.19 
116 4.73 
117 3.68 
118 2.40 
119 3.15 
120 4.82 
121 5.24 
122 4.99 
123 4.23 
124 3.42 
125 4.77 
126 5.39 
127 4.69 
128 4.86 
*
Student numbers correspond with Table 2. 
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Table 9 
Beginning Tenth-Grade Pretest PLAN Scores Compared to Ending Eleventh-Grade 
Posttest ACT Scores of Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Black Not Hispanic High 
School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the 
Same School District Gifted Program 
 
Pretest 
PLAN 
 
Posttest 
ACT 
   
Source of 
Data 
M SD  M SD t p d 
PLAN/ACT 20.83 2.32  27.67 3.27 11.37 < .01 4.65 
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Table 10 
Beginning Tenth-Grade Pretest PLAN Scores Compared to Ending Eleventh-Grade 
Posttest ACT Scores of Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Hispanic High School Students’ 
Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the Same School 
District Gifted Program 
 
Pretest 
PLAN 
 
Posttest 
ACT 
   
Source of 
Data 
M SD  M SD t p d 
PLAN/ACT 18.67 2.15  22.67 3.06 6.93 .02 4.00 
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Table 11 
Beginning Tenth-Grade Pretest PLAN Scores Compared to Ending Eleventh-Grade 
Posttest ACT Scores of Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade Asian Pacific Islander High 
School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the 
Same School District Gifted Program 
 
 
Pretest 
PLAN 
 
Posttest 
ACT 
   
Source of 
Data 
M SD  M SD t p d 
PLAN/ACT 23.00 2.12  26.20 2.95 6.53 < .01 2.91 
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Table 12 
Beginning Tenth-Grade Pretest PLAN Scores Compared to Ending Eleventh-Grade 
Posttest ACT Scores of Ninth Grade to Twelfth Grade White Not Hispanic High 
School Students’ Formally Identified as Gifted in the Eighth Grade as Eligible for the 
Same School District Gifted Program 
 
 
Pretest 
PLAN 
 
Posttest 
ACT 
   
Source of 
Data 
M SD  M SD t p d 
PLAN/ACT 22.67 2.66  27.54 3.43 24.86 < .01 2.32 
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Table 13 
 
Consistency of ACT Scores for Black, Hispanic, Asian Pacific Islander, and White Not 
Hispanic Twelfth Grade Students 
 
ACT Scores 
ANOVA: Single Factor 
Groups Count Sum M SD  
Black 6 166 27.67 3.27  
Hispanic 5 113 22.67 3.06  
Asian Pacific Islander 6 157 26.20 2.95  
White Not Hispanic 128 3525 27.54 3.43  
ANOVA  
Source of Variation SS df MS F p 
Between Groups 77.01 3 25.67 2.21 .09 
Within Groups 1451.37 125 11.61   
Total 1528.39 128    
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Table 14 
 
Consistency of NeSA Scores for Black, Hispanic, Asian Pacific Islander, and White Not 
Hispanic Twelfth Grade Students 
 
NeSA Scores 
ANOVA: Single Factor 
Groups Count Sum M SD  
Black 6 939 156.50 13.82  
Hispanic 5 624 124.80 26.36  
Asian Pacific Islander 6 803 133.83 21.65  
White Not Hispanic 128 18359 143.43 28.43  
ANOVA  
Source of Variation SS df MS F p 
Between Groups 3276.81 3 1092.27 1.42 .24 
Within Groups 108762.50 141 771.37   
Total 112039.31 144    
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Table 15 
 
Consistency of GPA Scores for Black, Hispanic, Asian Pacific Islander, and White Not 
Hispanic Twelfth Grade Students 
 
GPA Scores 
ANOVA: Single Factor 
Groups Count Sum M SD  
Black 6 29 4.82 0.43  
Hispanic 5 20 4.09 0.40  
Asian Pacific Islander 6 27 4.58 0.59  
White Not Hispanic 128 600 4.69 0.63  
ANOVA  
Source of Variation SS df MS F p 
Between Groups 1.88 3 0.63 1.63 .19 
Within Groups 54.22 141 0.39   
Total 56.10 144    
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CHAPTER FIVE 
Conclusions and Discussion 
 The purpose of this study was to evaluate the ninth-grade to 12th-grade 
achievement trajectory of same school district ethnic minority and ethnic majority high 
school students’ formally identified as gifted to determine if there is an achievement gap 
that ensues over time:  Does giftedness prevail?   
Our public school systems for years have thrived on the notion that they are 
institutions that are designed to open doors and create pathways that lead to a bright and 
promising future.  The question remains, why aren’t students of color gaining access to 
these doors and walking pathways that lead to success at the same rate as their ethnic 
majority counterparts?  Some may argue that the disparity is compounded by an 
assortment of factors including economic resources, the qualifications of their teachers, 
the rigor of the curriculum they study, their teachers’ expectations, and their parents’ 
involvement in their education.  The achievement and opportunity gap continue to 
construct an atmosphere of separation and inferiority in our schools, but what about 
students who have revealed academic promise according to standardized tests?  Does the 
achievement gap occur overtime when minority students have demonstrated a readiness 
for rigorous courses in high school? 
The following conclusions may be drawn from the study for each of the seven 
research questions. 
Research Question #1 Conclusion 
Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated beginning tenth-grade pretest PLAN 
scores compared to ending eleventh-grade posttest ACT scores of ninth-grade to 12th-
grade Black Not Hispanic high school students’ (N= 6) who were formally identified as 
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gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted 
program were statistically significantly different. The pretest PLAN score for the ninth-
grade to 12th-grade Black Not Hispanic high school students’ who were formally 
identified as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school 
district gifted program compared to the posttest ACT scores showed that on average 
Black Not Hispanic students had a significant increase between pretest and posttest 
outcomes. Statistical analyses indicate that there was a statistical significant difference 
shown in the direction of posttest ACT scores.  
Research Question #2 Conclusion 
Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated beginning tenth-grade pretest PLAN 
scores compared to ending eleventh-grade posttest ACT scores of ninth-grade to 12th-
grade Hispanic high school students’ (N= 5) who were formally identified as gifted in the 
eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted program were 
statistically significantly different. The pretest PLAN scores for the ninth-grade to 12th-
grade Hispanic high school students’ who were formally identified as gifted in the eighth-
grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted compared to the 
posttest ACT scores showed that on average Hispanic students had a significant increase 
between pretest and posttest outcomes. Statistical analyses indicate that there was a 
statistical significant difference shown in the direction of posttest ACT scores. 
Research Question #3 Conclusion 
Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated beginning tenth-grade pretest PLAN 
scores compared to ending eleventh-grade posttest ACT scores of ninth-grade to 12th-
grade Asian Pacific Islander high school students’ (N= 5) who were formally identified 
80 
as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted 
program were statistically significantly different. The pretest PLAN scores for the ninth-
grade to 12th-grade Asian Pacific Islander high school students’ who were formally 
identified as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school 
district gifted program (compared to the posttest ACT scores showed that on average 
Asian Pacific Islander students had a significant increase between pretest and posttest 
outcomes. Statistical analyses indicate that there was a statistical significant difference 
shown in the direction of posttest ACT scores.  
Research Question #4 Conclusion 
Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated beginning tenth-grade pretest PLAN 
scores compared to ending eleventh-grade posttest ACT scores of ninth-grade to 12th-
grade White Not Hispanic high school students’ (N= 128) who were formally identified 
as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school district gifted 
program were statistically significantly different. The pretest PLAN scores for the ninth-
grade to 12th-grade White Not Hispanic high school students’ who were formally 
identified as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for participation in the same school 
district gifted program compared to the posttest ACT scores showed that on average 
White Not Hispanic students had a significant increase between pretest and posttest 
outcomes. Statistical analyses indicate that there was a statistical significant difference 
shown in the direction of posttest ACT scores.   
Research Question #5 Conclusion 
Overall, posttest-posttest results for congruent or different 11th-grade pre-college 
success predictor ACT scores of ethnic minority and ethnic majority high school 
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students’ who were formally identified as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program indicated that there was no 
significant difference.  Posttest 11th-grade pre-college success predictor ACT scores 
remained congruent amongst ethnic minority and ethnic majority groups. Because no 
significant main effect was found post hoc, contrast analyses for congruent or different 
posttest 11th-grade pre-college success predictor ACT scores were not conducted. The 
ACT scores for all groups were significantly higher than both state and national average 
scores. 
Research Question #6 Conclusion 
Overall, posttest-posttest results for congruent or different  NeSA Reading 
Normal Curve Equivalent scores of 12th-grade ethnic minority and ethnic majority high 
school students’ who were formally identified as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted programs indicated that there was no 
significant difference.  Posttest NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent scores remained 
congruent amongst ethnic minority and ethnic majority groups.  Because no significant 
main effect was found post hoc, contrast analyses for congruent or different posttest 12th-
grade NeSA Reading Normal Curve Equivalent scores were not conducted. 
Research Question #7 Conclusion 
Overall, posttest-posttest results for cumulative end of 12th-grade Grade Point 
Cumulative Grade Point Averages of 12th-grade ethnic minority and ethnic majority high 
school students’ who were formally identified as gifted in the eighth-grade as eligible for 
participation in the same school district gifted program indicated that there was no 
significant difference.  Posttest cumulative end of 12th-grade Grade Point Average scores 
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for all academic coursework completed remained congruent amongst ethnic minority and 
ethnic majority groups.  Because no significant main effect was found post hoc, contrast 
analyses for congruent or different posttest 12th-grade Grade Point Average scores were 
not conducted. 
Discussion 
Despite the current legal and ethical agreement that race and skin color should not 
matter, they very clearly do when examining the crisis of gifted minority 
underachievement (Atwater, 2008).  There is a widely held opinion that advocates that 
school districts have a compelling interest in diversity and producing an educational 
environment that replicates the "pluralistic society" children will live in upon graduation 
(Frey & Wilson, 2009).  There are many theories as to why minority students aren’t fully 
prepared to be immersed into the greater society upon graduation; theories on the effects 
of oppositional culture, social and psychological issues, the effects of varying levels of 
teacher expectations, and issues with testing. The ability to conquer this challenge cannot 
be understated or overlooked.  The manner in which the educational system responds to 
this challenge may very well determine the future of American society (Patton, 1997).   
 This study shows that minority students who, based upon a standardized test, have 
shown a high academic performance capability have a readiness for rigorous courses in 
high school and can sustain high academic achievement over time when compared to 
non-minority peers.  Therefore, the on-going question for many educators needs to be 
why doesn’t this hold true in many of our public school across this country?   Why, in 
light of the accountability placed upon our nation’s schools in 2001, is the prevailing 
discussion still about minority students being left behind?  It is time for a paradigm shift 
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in thinking and critical self-examination of what is essential to the success of our schools.  
Research dating back to 1989 indicated that as many as 50 percent of African American 
students were performing below their promise, and gifted students represented 10 to 20 
percent of reported high school dropouts (Ford, 1990).  Consequently, two decades later, 
these statistics are not that different today.  Our schools must move into action by 
examining current practices and issues within the institution that are preventing equal 
opportunity for diverse learners.  We have a moral obligation to continue to educate staff, 
and to search for ways to address not only the needs of the cultural race, but the 
individual student as well.  In some circles, successful minorities are seen as a dying 
breed, and school giftedness is seen as a one-way ticket to alienation.  We must strive to 
save an endangered species, our gifted minority students, through the continual collection 
and analyzing of data, by providing positive role models, infusing multiculturalism into 
the curriculum, forming support groups, fair testing assessments, and never to be 
overlooked; we must provide them with teachers that instill hope. 
Implications for Practice 
Through the years our school systems have been confounded and confronted by 
the internal struggle of how to best educate minority students, thus empowering them to 
reach their fullest academic potential. While there are many minority students who are 
indeed gifted, the lack of representation of minority students in gifted programs sends a 
conversely different message.  Along with the issue of recruitment of minorities into such 
programs, is the matter of retention once students of color are placed in higher level 
courses with peers identified as having similar gifted abilities.  Gifted minority students’ 
underachievement, as compared to their documented academic abilities, is a topic that is 
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seemingly moving to the forefront of educational research.   This study, evaluating the 
academic trajectory of gifted minority students from 9
th
 through 12
th
 grade, will have 
important implications for many suburban schools in the Metropolitan School District 
where students who are culturally, linguistically and ethnically diverse are at risk of 
underachieving. The overarching goals of this study are to lead to further investigations 
by educators of the characteristics of gifted children, how critical personal ideologies are 
to student academic achievement, the experiences of minority students in gifted 
programs, and to bring an awareness of continual practices that will hinder or foster the 
academic achievement of gifted minority students.  The “best” and the “brightest” are 
within our public schools, and helping these students recognize and reach their full 
potential is critical to the future advancement of this nation and its communities. 
Based on the outcomes of this study, the research school district may decide to 
increase its efforts in the recruitment and retention of gifted minority students. 
Implications for Policy  
A discussion should ensue regarding recruitment and identification practices to 
ensure that all students with gifted abilities are equally represented in such programs.  
Advance Placement classes are seen as college preparation courses and the lack of 
minority representation in these courses means that the minority student may not be as 
well prepared as their counterparts upon entering a college classroom.  Talks regarding 
policy should also center on reviewing the varying definitions of giftedness amongst 
states. Definitions of giftedness need to be inclusive to students who show evidence of 
high performance capability in such areas as intellectual, creative, or artistic capacity.  
Policies implemented will need to ensure that programs empower all gifted and talented 
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learners to achieve their full academic, personal, and social potential.  Giftedness is easily 
masked by underachievement and it is imperative that policies are established that 
promote an appropriate curriculum, instruction model, appropriate challenging 
enrichment, and extension and acceleration experiences that open educational pathways 
to all gifted students. 
Implications for Further Research   
There is limited research on the academic experiences and underachievement of 
identified gifted minority students in advanced placement programs, which suggests the 
importance and need of having further research conducted in this area.  However, causes 
and solutions to reversing underachievement will vary.  The results of this study, should 
lead theoretical and practical literature to further investigate the effectiveness of teacher 
and institutional practices in regards to advance placement programs. 
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